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Ax’ Appeal ]uxs been tiLcd ox, icliall ol ]]ie prupert’ ,iw’,Lr will, lit Slate Hoard

Equal ‘zatiox, on .ugu.sl : 2005.

lliis Itlatter was reviewe,l hv tue undersiciittl adt,tipi,srr ‘tive Ia take ptirsuanl

TCT1OL:sSLt "[c Annotated tA.j _3_]4]. N7-5-l.Sltl and 67--IS0’ Ibis

!ieaniig as conducted on Fehnia’v 2 N. 21.106 at thc ‘. ilson Counly Property As>esLft

Office: pres&:xit III the hearing er heLl anti Pesuy Ttusi, the taxpayers, who

RiIxceIICcI theniM. e. Jiiitiin locke. the Wilsii Thxniv lr’pat Asess,,r mu

Vht:e and Kectn V ,,c,dard a]* lEoni for the alsoxt Count’ Propert> .ssess,,r Uliec.

biid’gs uJ Fact duIiI,o7,t,o ‘1/

IILU tibicct I’i,port, c’IbI.ct- oLa mobile ionic] 14’., beam1 at ]liN Pel.’,i

Read. Icbatmon. Tmessec.

Mr. and *li*c ‘l’nJly testilied that he purL-lMcJ his trai:er ‘in April I IN tL’r

SIIJ.55.Ij0. Mr. ‘l’,us’v SLates hat his trailer is thirleen I l ear old and is ‘‘all worth

about ¶2i}IIii Mr Tn,slv bases his value on lie Iuem that im,’h,k lionte tItLes l,a’e

gone In floUting whet, the ne-*- laws passed regard’nu the Ioundatu&,i,_ ii 1105 gone from

to ILit’’e tad CI up to Sh.kPiiiiI]Ii" Mr. Irusry states hint me ‘,,wxls 1V ci ‘ luos.

anti :I;,s paul over 56111111 141 iii ne’ for 2IIo ‘I,. [rusty ak’’ IaIe,I that ,

w’’h more that *otj can get Ibr it and he helie’cs that kprcciati’’i’ oftE,e rtu,’htie busuic

should reduce the aI’jc oiliis mobile home in this appeal. Mr. FrN’v m,tatte areLhhttettis 01



rn several mobile homes but did not u[,:tiit ainthirie lo snrpir-r its contenlions Ct

‘-ilut. Neither ilid he aflempt II! ,s[iii’ or nILJali/e The aELLC lii Lic LJbieL-L

1 I1L l’a’i yE ‘alualioii sLated iii Tenn&e Code !iniIatcd * ,7.sJ,uI a

iro]&le in relevant part [Inn [tihe value utah oripcr-ty shaLl lie :ccertained horn the

e tdenec of its ‘und intrinsic and ‘iiiniedire .iitic lot- ptflO5CS SLC betacen a

vill:nu ‘c-]lc:r ‘rid iI]ijig F,ir ‘airout c isde;;ili!,il tl,eeiiI;jiie values.

General Lpiraisal pnnciplcs require lint the iii,iike_ L04 auth iieoijie

to value he used whenever poss,b1,c. Appratsu InsIliLc. i/xe ;tprrU]SLI/ o Reel I-.i:seut

and fi.. 12’lt ed .11111 Ihticcr, certain ,ipirit;iLiie-. Ni ‘Hue nnn 1w

riiearnrii:Iul that, ethers with respect li a speedle tv’e ol prupetl’ mu such i.s necd in the

conclaiii,ii of’alue indicators to detenninc the inal ‘aue csliiiiat.r The value indicators

musi hejiilnc-d in three calegorie.: I the ainouni it’d rchnhilit otthie daLi cIlccIed Lii

each approach: 2 the inherent Ireiiaths itd weakncses ii cad’ approac[E ;rml he

relevance of each approach to the uheet of he apprisal. Id. at

The value i! be ddemii’il ci lie p I-eejlL case is iiiaik&i alLIt-. A ceiienifly

aecepleci dcfiiiilioii of rnarkei value tor ad valorecit tax pLirloc lint it N lie most

probable price expi essed iii terris ot ‘iionev hat a prc.pertv would bring if exposed for

sale iii he open market in an Len’s ieiigthi transaction hetweelL a willing seller and a

‘‘tiling lLicL. boil, ol whom are ‘iowtetLgeahle ciiceriiciii dl lie uses to liidi ii is

adapted arid 1,1 ‘liieh is capable elbeitig used. Al. at 21-11.

Ihe itlririnisiricive judee rinds that the fairrn;trket v;iiiie H uhjec proper a sif

jLritLai I. 1lHl. crilsotutes he relevant issue. The ihiitciiisir.iic judge liii’’’ that he

.essnieut Ap1’eirls CLri’’iii’sLoir his repeiicdI rejected ;ir:iicci ellis liLsed LL,’oit lie

aniiunl by which an appraisal has increased as Ci consequence of reappraisal I - or

e.sair’ple. the Cor,iir’isstm, rejected such an argument in ILIJ. K.’.n U Jr. Shell’’

1 r Veii 11111 Ilk1 l’li.U lrIsoirlrr: iii perlilicnit part foli,’w’

The rate ot increase in the assessment of lie suoiec piirper
since the li’t reappraisLI yr even last year rain be alaniiing hut is not
eirLeiice that lit- value is wloiio. It is crineejvlbJe thu ‘aiL’es hay
change ,lr.L’rIiiic:Ll br oiiic properties. euai over ]a,i utile
as 1 u;’i.

The best cvi tlenee I the iresetiI value of a residential properly
hs generally stIes itt properties comparable to lie subject.
comparable in leatitres relevant to uI Lie. Fertect coniparahc lity is
nor required, but rcte’ Lac differences should he explained and
accountal tir by rea.s unable adjustments l1 e I Lcnee nt a sale is



presented without the required analysis of colllparahifly, I! is
difficult or impossible fur u.s to use t]tc iI]e us all indicaLir oi’alue.

on’ lecisll,rl and order LL 2. I,iiynver, the scssi1leiir
C ulllllt]s%llifl ha fueL! iliot !:L v:LL J11L1e ilili 1L

issue ut ‘iluc Sec ./uh,r C hIT?IL :0 Ilrrcc. I SEieltl 0., t;i.x
Year I 1Li I.

After having reviewed all Ihe evidence ix’ c]u case; ‘lie adininistratlvejtn]e fitid

Ella! the tJpae: ll.i’e flu! titaincLl their IluI]eLl md tiltit lie >UiieCl Iu1iPLfl E,uuld

a! iFue Fir liLs iISSLSCkI ‘‘hits.

Si 11CC the t;ix,ayers are appealing Irorn ‘he cletenhiination the W sO!i County

Htiirnj of FquuIiz:i’ispi. the burden oi proof is on the axpavcr. See State 14u;ird

Iq’i.liz;itmoiI Role iimhI- I .1 HI ‘‘iii Riv hrA t!itJi,iy C imi/!u,r; r. /lii,lL:x,T

Board iJO SV 1&l i Tenn ‘pp Iv<!

filer

It ts, lIierc!&i,c-. OItlERF.1 that flic iLpItowilie ‘;iiLies ie!ii,LLrl lift tLis Veal

I arid Vuluc - Improvement aI LIC - local Value Assc5sment
SQ SS3’s S.3Uu, 2,O73

It i. FL RII{LR ORDFRET that ail’ ilipiiciible llearll,t cust ‘c .ls’c’.eL ]iirciL;iflt

Teen ide Arii. ,T--Icild itd State Board LPfE&]iuxIlzatlull <ole tiiOf-l-.L.

Pursuant to he I mform Adininislrative Procedures Act. [cnn. Codc Ann. S ‘-5-

3k 11-3 S lean. Code A iiit. 1311 and the Rules i ft Contested Case PrucedLil-e

rile taIe Board oh I ]uali,Liii’it. the Ilrlies arc ad]eI oftlie !c’Ih,s inc ie,iccdie:

A purl’ may appeal Ibis decision and order to [he ;sL:ssilicctt Appeals

Commission pursuant Ic Teirn. Code Ann. 6?.-I Sf and Rule 06X- ‘-.1 of the

t,i,ixeled Ise ‘riieciliircs iii tile Scare l3tiartl ol I 1ii1Iliz;iti,.ri Iei’rte’see ode

Armotated 67-3- I Ire provi ile-. that rn appeal rr,ust he tiled ts thin th ri> 0j days

from the date the initial decision is sent." R’lle C t,t 1-1-12 ,f the Contested a

Prt,eeItire of the Scare Hflnli of Equallzati&lli jiru’itie [Flat the appeal he tiled utli tile

F,’ecliIlVe Sccrcni’’ ui the S:ale 3rd and that the appe.d ldentilv the aIIegedI

erroIieoI]s fludiugs offact aniror concIusioHs oflaw in the initial order; or

2. A par!’ may petItIon for reeorlciknition of this ICClioli and order

PtItMt.ll0 Lu Tent,. .nle .*xtri. * .t’I wjrlm’JL litieca IS &I,is 1ithe entry lIthe oILier.

lie petition for Iell’lilention ‘lust state the sçieeilie J-utiiids upon which relief Is

rticsied. The tiling of a petition for reconsideration is nut a prereqLLisitC tiLl seeking

a{iitiLllstritic Lif ludielal review: or



3- A rarly may petition for a SLaV of effectivciess cL Uus decision Lmd rdcr

puiuJnt ‘cnn. t.ulc .nn. 4--thi within Sccn 7 LLY the cliry it ier.

I ls order u,c cluE become hal url] an ,!fljcLaI cc rElliGlic is i’uI he

scssment Appea]’ COThniSLLIIt IthciaI ccfl’ficttcs are nomiall’ ISSLLC] seventy-five

Tc} JLIVS after the enin oithe inilial decision and oRler ‘I jin pai1 his appea}S

ENr.RFE tli’ l]j’e]i. 2411.PO
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